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The Development of Digital Documentary Editing Platforms  

Project Summary: This project brought together editors and technical experts currently engaged 

with two open-source content management systems—Omeka and Drupal—during two 

workshops to discuss the use, development, and distribution of digital documentary editions 

using those platforms.  The workshops included: (1) presentations / demonstrations by projects 

currently using the two systems for editorial work, highlighting the strengths and weakness of 

each platform, the development process, editorial methodological requirements, and publication 

goals;  (2) presentations by editors outlining specific editorial/publication needs; (3) discussions 

of editorial scenarios, technical considerations, and publication targets, and;  (4) development of 

a white paper outlining the workshop’s findings and next steps. 

Project Background: While tools and platforms developed by and for digital humanists have 

grown exponentially in the past few years, there is still no approachable, powerful platform that 

supports all aspects of editorial work from document collection to digital publication. 

Furthermore, limited resources, including availability and affordability of technical expertise, 

funding for developing stand-alone platform solutions, and digital publication options limit what 

editors can produce.  A few editorial projects have experimented with possible solutions, by 

customizing two readily available open-source content management systems, Omeka and Drupal. 

Both systems offer the potential to provide editors with stable, flexible, and powerful platforms 

to build engaging digital editions.  In order to be a viable solution for editors, a platform must 

provide the major workflow components of creating a digital documentary edition—content 

management, editing interface, content markup and visualization, and user interface development 

/ publication.  Developing this platform requires not only content expertise but also demands 
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familiarity with the documents themselves: how documents are structured and formatted, how 

they relate to one another, how best to craft annotation and indexes that allow for intellectual 

accessibility, and to adapt editorial processes to the digital environment designing user interfaces 

for searching, browsing, and viewing the materials. 

Omeka, a content management system built on the MySQL-PHP technology stack, is a 

free, open-source web-publishing platform.  Omeka excels at managing and displaying library, 

museum, archives, and scholarly collections and exhibits.  Omeka has been successfully used at 

several documentary editing projects, including The Jane Addams Papers Project 

(janeaddams.ramapo.edu ) and the Civil War Governors of Kentucky Digital Documentary 

Edition ( discovery.civilwargovernors.org ). It is also widely used by archives and historical 

societies to manage image-based digital collections.  

Drupal, also built on the MySQL-PHP technology stack, is a free, open-source content 

management system and web-publishing platform.  Drupal excels at working with materials that 

are more complex and require specific data models, views into the data, and the ability to 

customize at granular levels.  Two examples of a Drupal-based editorial project are the George 

Washington Financial Papers Project ( financial.gwpapers.org) and the Writings of Charles S. 

Peirce Edition Project (http://www.peirce.iupui.edu/index.html ). Drupal is widely used in a range 

of professions, from business to higher education.  

 We focused on Omeka and Drupal for several reasons. Both are  (1) successfully used by 

editors; (2) able to create robust displays and searching, querying, and browsing functionalities; 

(3) accessible in terms of cost and usability; (4) implementable, extensible and maintainable 

without dedicated IT personnel; (4) designed to manage both the backend (content/data) and 
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frontend (website interface) in one system meaning editors will only need to familiarize 

themselves with one tool; and (5) open-source, with both the core and add-on (module and 

plugin) code developed and actively maintained by a large international  community, ensuring 

continued stability, evolution, and support.   1

We hosted two workshops during the grant period.  The first workshop took place at the 

University of Virginia, 19-20 April 2018, and included 20 participants (see Appendix A for list 

of participants; for the meeting agenda, see Appendix B).  The second workshop took place at 

the University of Virginia, 5 December 2018, and included 11 participants (see Appendix C for 

list of participants; for the meeting agenda, see Appendix D).  

Workshop One Structure:  Workshop one included presentations and small-group meetings. 

The presentations by the editors provided an overview of how the platforms were used at their 

projects: 

● Cathy Moran Hajo, Editor and Director, The Jane Addams Papers Project,Ramapo 

College of New Jersey, presented “Designing a Digital Edition using Metadata and 

Omeka” (see Hajo’s presentation in Appendix E) 

● Heidi Kaufman, Associate Professor, University of Oregon, presented “Staging Omeka 

Instruction” 

1 Other tools and platforms do exist that manage various components of the editorial and publication process.  Our 
interest in platforms that offer a complete array of functionality, from collection to publication, narrows that list 
considerably.  Islandora holds potential for editors; an open-source software framework, Islandora is built on a base 
of Drupal, Fedora, and Solr.  One benefit of this system is that it brings together the content management and 
presentation capabilities of Drupal with the long term preservation features of Fedora.  There are several “solution 
packs” available enabling content-specific customizations, such as newspaper, audio, and video, though nothing that 
deals with exclusively with documents.  But Islandora requires the editor/developer to update and maintain several 
different programs.  Installation, maintenance, development, and changes can prove difficult for editors/developers, 
requiring knowledge of how Fedora, Solr, and Drupal work together.  
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● Whitney Smith, Assistant Editor, Civil War Governors of Kentucky Digital Documentary 

Edition, Kentucky Historical Society, presented “Omeka and the Civil War Governors: 

The Limit Does Not Exist” 

● Christy Regenhardt, Editor, The Eleanor Roosevelt Papers, The George Washington 

University, presented “Struggling with a University Instance of Drupal” 

● Mark Cheathem, Project Director and Co-Editor, The Papers of Martin Van Buren, 

Cumberland University, presented “The Papers of Martin Van Buren in Drupal” 

● Jennifer Stertzer, Director, Center for Digital Editing, University of Virginia, presented 

“The George Washington Financial Papers Project: Edition and Platform” (see Stertzer’s 

presentation in Appendix F) 

● Quinn Dombrowski, Digital Humanities Coordinator, University of California - Berkeley, 

Data Architect, Agile Humanities Agency, presented “Using Drupal for DH/DE Projects” 

● Victoria  Sciancalepore, Assistant Editor, The Jane Addams Papers Project, Ramapo 

College of New Jersey, presented “Administering a Digital Edition with Omeka” 

● Ben Bakelaar, Digital Architect, Thomas A. Edison Papers, Rutgers University, and Paul 

Israel, Director and General Editor, Thomas A. Edison Papers, Rutgers University, 

presented “Moving the Edison Papers into the 21st Century” 

 These project-focused presentations were followed by presentations by designers, developers, 

and publishers: 

● Erica Cavanaugh, Project Developer, Center for Digital Editing, presented “Making the 

Case for Drupal” 
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● Anneliese Dehner, Independent Digital Library Developer,  presented “Adapting Omeka 

for Digital Editions” 

● Patrick John-Murray, Research Assistant Professor, Roy Rosenzweig Center for History 

and New Media, George Mason University, presented “Omeka Content Creation and 

Publication Workflows” 

● John Flatness, Senior Software Developer, Roy Rosenzweig Center for History and New 

Media, George Mason University, presented “Scripto with Omeka S” 

● Bill Kennedy, Designer, Agile Humanities Agency, presented “Bringing a Design 

Process to the Digital Humanities” 

● David Sewell, Editorial and Technical Manager, Rotunda, Manager of Digital Initiatives, 

● University of Virginia Press, presented “A Rationale for using TEI-XML in digital 

documentary edition workflows” 

The small group work focused on several key topics: workflow and administration; 

specifications and methodology; user experience; and, data infrastructure.  After the small groups 

had a chance to meet, all reported back to the larger group for discussion.  

Workshop One Findings and Outcomes:  Below is an outline of the topics and questions 

considered by each small group, along with the conclusions that were agreed to and summarized 

by the larger group. 

Workflow and Administration: 

● What do you need to track in order to administer a digital edition?  

● How important is it to be able to track workflow within your platform? 

● What kinds of reports and information do you need to be able to get from your edition? 

Conclusions: The group concluded that tracking workflow within a platform is ideal while also 

acknowledging that no perfect solution will be possible.  However, there are common elements 
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projects share which could be incorporated into a system, including version control, ability to 

create reports (ie. status of work, quantifying of document states), and capturing workflow 

steps (digitized image created, document transcribed, document proofread, etc.).  Additionally, 

centralizing project workflow and administration within one system makes it easier for projects 

whose staff are geographically dispersed.  

 

Specifications and Methodology: 

● How do you define a document or item in your digital edition? The smallest thing that 

you will gather metadata on? 

● Do you plan to use images, transcriptions, or both?  

● What do you want your transcriptions to be able to do?  

● How complex is your editorial methodology?  

● What different kinds of “documents” do you have? How similar or different are they?  

Conclusions: The group determined that granularity expands capability so the system needs to 

be able to accommodate a variety of “documents” including materials that are not text-based, 

such as images, audio files, etc. The expectation is that many projects will want to include not 

only transcriptions but also images of documents.  In some cases, providing document images 

allows an editor flexibility in transcription policy; for example, in the case of finnail documents, 

providing the image might make complex formatting of the transcription unnecessary. On the 
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other end of the spectrum, some projects might want to represent document formatting as 

much as possible.  This is one area where the platforms struggle; future work will need to be 

done to figure out whether something like XML can be integrated into the platforms.  

In order for a system to be usable for a variety of projects, there needs to be a baseline 

methodology for editions in place.  This will require projects to give up a certain degree of 

specificity, but for some projects the benefits will outweigh the disadvantages. 

 

User Experience: 

● Who is your main audience, and what do they want to do with the edition? 

● Is there a secondary audience with different needs that you want to support? 

● How will users be able to search, browse, and visualize the contents of your edition? 

● Do you plan on allowing them to interact with the edition? 

○ Crowdsourcing, exporting data, text analysis, or creating own editions? 

Conclusions: The group concluded that the audience for digital documentary editions has 

grown exponentially in the past decade.  Consequently, projects need to be increasingly 

public-facing and we must plan and build digital editions for a large, diverse audience. What 
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does that mean for our work and for the tools we decide to use?  Both Omeka and Drupal 

provide editors with a number of options for discoverability, display of content, integration of 

search/browse features as well as control over when and what is “published.”  Projects can 

decide to publish rough transcriptions, document catalogs, or other materials long before the 

digital edition is complete.  Additionally, the group identified other ideal materials: 

visualizations (such as text and network analysis), lesson plans, exhibits, data exports. 

 

Data Infrastructure:  

● What types of metadata do you need to track on all documents? 

● Do you need to encode metadata or use database fields? Why? 

● Are there relationships between items that you need to track? 

● Will you use a standard metadata or encoding scheme? 

● How will you make your documents searchable? 

Conclusions: 

1. Types of metadata: 

a. Common to all projects 
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b. Unique metadata - sequencing 

c. Unique IDs (library land) DOI 

d. Repository / collection 

e. Document 

f. Administrative / workflow 

g. File metadata 

h. Encoding metadata depends on project goals and granularity 

i. Types of metadata are guided by audience: users, project editors/internal 

2. Encode / database fields: 

a. Need to encode or use database fields, both are doable, system determines 

b. Projects have different needs  

c. Some HTML encoding in db transcriptions 

3. Relationships: 

a. Document-to-document - narrative 

b. Document to people 

c. People to people 

d. Document to repository 

e. Item to item 

f. Entities to entities 

4. Standard or encoding scheme, yes - variations on a theme 

5. Making docs searchable: 

a. Reading order 

b. Narrative 

c. Sitemap 

d. Full text - fuzzy search 

e. Google search - analytics 

f. Faceted search - categories/time based; stemming/operators 

g. Packaged collections 

h. Can searches 

 
10



i. References-indexes on subjects 

j. Maps 

k. Exhibits 

 

 

With these group findings in hand, we identified next steps: 

1. Build and conduct a survey. 

2. Participate in the poster session of the Association for Documentary Editing’s (ADE) 

annual meeting, providing an overview of the workshop along with information about the 

two platforms. 

3. Host another workshop to discuss survey results and next steps. 

 

The survey (see Appendix G) was distributed to the following outlets: SEDIT-L, humanist 

@dhhumanist.org, H-Public, H-Digital History, DHSI, the ADE website, and on various social 

media outlets (Facebook, Twitter).  We received 29 responses.  Members of the group also 
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presented at the ADE’s annual meeting.  One poster focused on Drupal (see image 1) while the 

other focused on Omeka (see image 2).  Participants were also given a handout outlining the  

group’s goals (see image 3).  
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Image 1 - Drupal poster. 
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Image 2 - Omeka poster.  
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The Development of Digital Documentary 
Editing Platforms 

NEH Digital Humanities Advancement Grant, Level 1 

→This project brought together editors and technical experts engaged with 
two open-source content management systems—Omeka and Drupal—during a 
two-day workshop held in April 2018 at the University of Virginia to discuss 
the use, development, and distribution of options for creating and publishing 
digital documentary editions.  
 
Workshop Goals: 
 

1. Explore how Omeka and Drupal are being used by projects & the 
editorial and publication needs that drove each project’s development; 

2. Hear from projects that are considering digital publication and/or 
technical solutions & review requirements and compile list of must have 
features/functionalities; 

3. Develop a list of specifications & discuss how to collaborate on future 
development and distribution of two platform options, and; 

4. Create a white paper outlining presentations, discussions, and next 
steps. 

Want more information?  Interested in the outcomes and next steps? 
Contact Jennifer Stertzer at jes7z@virginia.edu or visit 

centerfordigitalediting.org. 
 

Image 3 - ADE handout. 
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Survey Findings: 
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Workshop Two Structure: Workshop two included a review of the December meeting and 

outcomes, updates from the group (ADE poster session response, NHPRC/Mellon Digital 

Publishing Cooperatives update), and a presentation by the Eleanor Roosevelt Papers Project 

regarding their efforts to create a module for displaying TEI documents in Drupal 8.  The group 

also discussed the survey results, what the group can provide to the larger community moving 

forward, and what role the ADE might play. See Appendix C for list of participants; for the 

meeting agenda, see Appendix D. 

Workshop Two Findings and Outcomes: During this workshop, the group also broke up into 

small groups to discuss the survey results.  Based on the December workshop discussion 

outcomes and the results from the survey, the group reached several conclusions: 
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1. We envision the audience for this project’s eventual next steps to be editors that want to 

use one system for everything. 

2. Important features the platforms should contain include: 

a. Easy to use 

b. Sustainable 

c. Interoperable 

d. Have the ability to integrate non-textual materials 

e. Include a baseline set of docs/items/basic metadata 

f. Customizable with add-ons, such as workflow, annotation, subject taxonomies, 

administrative tools, maps, and timelines 

g. Include canned, but customizable, themes and views, and ways to publish 

h. Allow for accessibility - images with text, color choices, drop downs 

i. Conform to standards; core distributions might share basic metadata but also offer 

ability to add or customize 

j. Support/accommodate native TEI-XML 

3. Building and sustaining community is necessary; ideas: 

a. Desire for workshops hosted by ADE focusing on platform uses and conducting 

an environmental scan 

b. Creation of clear, specific, and detailed documentation about the tool created by 

this group and others 

c. Increase educational resources 
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d. Need online forum that is accessible and maintained in one place (ie. we need 

more than an annual meeting and an email listserv) with pre-populated questions 

and opportunities for new threads. 

e. Flow chart or questionnaire that guides editors through what they need to know as 

they conceptualize (sharing best practices); along the same lines as the 

questionnaire the CDE developed 

f. Ability to share your decision making process and how you came to build edition, 

this would be good to peer review.  It’s helpful to document process 

Conclusion & Next Steps: This project’s goal was to bring together editors and technologists to 

discuss the application of Omeka and Drupal in digital documentary editing projects, to consider 

how the groups experiences and expertise might be leveraged in building solutions for the 

community, and to discuss other ways this group might facilitate further conversation and 

community-building.  The workshops served these purposes well, and the survey and poster 

session outreach provided outside perspective.  The main findings of the group can be 

summarized in three conclusions: 

1. Both Omeka and Drupal are capable of providing editors with stable, flexible, and 

powerful platforms to build engaging digital editions. 

2. In order to accommodate a project’s editorial needs and publishing goals, any platform 

distribution would need to include both standardized and customizable features. 

3. There is a strong desire for community in the field, which could take the form of areas for 

information exchange, how-to documentation and examples, as well as training and 

access to information about available tools and technologies that support this work. 
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Possible next steps center around these conclusions but will also need to take into account 

the recent advances in the field.  By far the most influential of these is the NHPRC/Mellon’s 

grant program - Digital Edition Publishing Cooperatives - which has advanced from the planning 

stage to accepting applications for implementation.  Outlets for publishing digital documentary 

editions have been very limited in the past and have motivated editors to seek all-in-one 

solutions, such as those offered by Omeka and Drupal.  The outcomes of the NHPRC/Mellon’s 

initiative will impact next steps for this group, though we envision the results will complement 

our work and provide a number of options for editors.   

 
22



Appendix A - Workshop One Participants 

 

The Development of Digital Documentary Editing Platforms 

NEH Digital Humanities Advancement Grant, Level 1 

The University of Virginia 

19-20 April 2018, Charlottesville, Virginia 

Workshop Participants 

 

 

Tenisha Armstrong, Associate Director, The Martin Luther King, Jr. Research and Education 

Institute, Stanford University, tenisha@stanford.edu 

Ben Bakelaar, Digital Architect, Thomas A. Edison Papers, Rutgers University, 

bakelaar@rutgers.edu 

Katie Blizzard, Communications Specialist, The Washington Papers, Research Editor, Center for 

Digital Editing, University of Virginia, kal3aw@virginia.edu 

Erica Cavanaugh, Research Editor, The Washington Papers, Project Developer, Center for Digital 

Editing, University of Virginia, efc8d@virginia.edu 

Mark Cheathem, Project Director and Co-Editor, The Papers of Martin Van Buren, Cumberland 

University, mcheathem@cumberland.edu 

Anneliese Dehner , Independent Digital Library Developer, dehner.a@gmail.com 

Quinn Dombrowski , Digital Humanities Coordinator, University of California - Berkeley, Data 

Architect, Agile Humanities Agency, quinn.anya@gmail.com 

John Flatness , Senior Software Developer, Roy Rosenzweig Center for History and New Media, 

George Mason University, john@zerocrates.org 

Silvia Glick , Associate Director and Managing Editor, The Howard Thurman Papers Project, 

Boston University School of Theology, silviaglick@gmail.com 

Cathy Moran Hajo, Editor & Director, The Jane Addams Papers Project, 

Ramapo College of New Jersey, chajo@ramapo.edu 

Paul Israel, Director and General Editor, Thomas A. Edison Papers, Rutgers University, 

pisrael@rutgers.edu 

Heidi Kaufman , Associate Professor, University of Oregon, hkaufman@uoregon.edu 
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Bill Kennedy, Designer, Agile Humanities Agency, bill@stop14.ca 

Patrick Murray-John, Research Assistant Professor, Roy Rosenzweig Center for History and New 

Media, George Mason University, patrickmjchnm@gmail.com 

Sue Perdue, Director of Digital Strategy, Virginia Foundation for the Humanities, 

ssh8a@virginia.edu 

Christy Regenhardt , Editor, The Eleanor Roosevelt Papers, The George Washington University, 

regenha@gwu.edu 

Victoria Sciancalepore , Assistant Editor, The Jane Addams Papers Project, Ramapo College of 

New Jersey, vscianca@ramapo.edu 

David Sewell , Editorial and Technical Manager, Rotunda, Manager of Digital Initiatives, 

University of Virginia Press, dsewell@virginia.edu 

Whitney Smith, Assistant Editor, Civil War Governors of Kentucky Digital Documentary Edition, 

Kentucky Historical Society, Whitney.Smith@ky.gov 

Jennifer Stertzer, Senior Editor, The Washington Papers, Director, Center for Digital Editing, 

University of Virginia, jes7z@virginia.edu  
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Appendix B - Workshop One Schedule 

 

The Development of Digital Documentary Editing Platforms 

NEH Digital Humanities Advancement Grant, Level 1 

The University of Virginia 

19-20 April 2018, Charlottesville, Virginia 

Workshop Schedule 

 

Thursday, 19 April 2018 

Alderman Library, Room 421 

Morning 

9:00: Coffee and Conversation 

9:15: Workshop and Participant Introduction 

9:30-12:15: Demonstrations from projects currently using Omeka and Drupal 

Presenters:  

1. Cathy Moran Hajo (9:30-9:45) 

a. Designing a Digital Edition using Metadata and Omeka 

2. Heidi Kaufman (9:45-10:00) 

a. Staging Omeka Instruction 

3. Whitney Smith (10:00-10:15) 

a. Omeka and Civil War Governors: The Limit Does Not Exist 

4. Christy Regenhardt (10:15-10:30) 

a. Struggling with a University Instance of Drupal 

5. Mark Cheathem (10:30-10:45) 

a. The Papers of Martin Van Buren in Drupal 

6. Jennifer Stertzer (10:45-11:00) 

a. The George Washington Financial Papers Project: Edition and Platform 

7. Quinn Dombrowski (11:00-11:15, Skype) 

a. Using Drupal for DH/DE Projects 
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11:15-11:30: Break 

8. Victoria Sciancalepore (11:30-11:45) 

a. Administering a Digital Edition with Omeka 

9. Paul Israel & Ben Bakelaar (12:00-12:15) 

a. Moving the Edison Papers into the 21st Century 

12:15-12:30: Questions and comments 

Afternoon 

12:30-1:15: Lunch and Conversation 

1:15-3:15: Small focus group meetings; reporting back to larger group. 

Key topics: 

Workflow and Administration (1:15-1:45) 

● What do you need to track in order to administer a digital edition?  

● How do the training and experience of the staff help determine platform use? 

● How important is it to be able to track workflow within your platform? 

● What kinds of reports and information do you need to be able to get from your 

edition? 

1:45-2:15: Large group conversation. 

Specifications and Methodology (2:15-2:45) 

● How do you define a document or item in your digital edition? The smallest thing 

that you will gather metadata on? 

● Do you plan to use images, transcriptions, or both?  

● What do you want your transcriptions to be able to do?  

● How complex is your editorial methodology?  

● What different kinds of “documents” do you have? How similar or different are 

they?  

2:45-3:15: Large group conversation. 

3:15-3:30: Break 
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3:30-5:30: Small focus group meetings; reporting back to larger group. 

Key Topics: 

User Experience (3:30-4:00) 

● Who is your main audience, and what do they want to do with the edition? 

● Is there a secondary audience with different needs that you want to support? 

● How will users be able to search, browse, and visualize the contents of your 

edition? 

● Do you plan on allowing them to interact with the edition? 

○ Crowdsourcing, exporting data, text analysis, or creating own editions? 

4:00-4:30: Large group conversation. 

Data Infrastructure (4:30-5:00) 

● What types of metadata do you need to track on all documents? 

● Do you need to encode metadata or use database fields? Why? 

● Are there relationships between items that you need to track? 

● Will you use a standard metadata or encoding scheme? 

● How will you make your documents searchable? 

5:00-5:30: Large group conversation. 

6:00: Dinner and conversation at Orzo (http://orzokitchen.com). 

 

Friday, 20 April 2018 

Alderman Library, Room 421 

Morning 

9:00: Coffee and Conversation 

9:15: Demonstrations/presentations from Drupal and Omeka Developers 

Presenters:  

1. Erica Cavanaugh (9:15-9:30) 

a. Making the Case for Drupal 
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2. Anneliese Dehner (9:30-9:45) 

a. Adapting Omeka for Digital Editions 

3. Patrick Murray-John (9:45-10:00) 

a. Omeka Content Creation and Publication Workflows 

4. John Flatness (10:00-10:15) 

a. Scripto With Omeka S. 

5. Bill Kennedy (10:15-10:30) 

a. Bringing a Design Process to the Digital Humanities 

6. David Sewell (10:30-10:45) 

a. A Rationale for using TEI-XML in digital documentary edition workflows 

10:45-11:00: Break 

11:00-12:30: Small focus group meetings; reporting back to larger group. 

Key topics: 

Platform Specifications (11:00-11:30) 

● What content types, workflows, and editorial methodologies need to be available 

in the platforms? 

● User interfaces and navigation. 

● Hosting and digital publication. 

11:30-12:30: Large group conversation. 

Afternoon 

12:30-1:15: Lunch and Conversation 

1:15-2:25: Small focus group meetings; reporting back to larger group. 

Narrowing the Focus (1:15-2:00) 

Key topics: 

● What are the priorities for moving forward?  Review outcomes from previous 

small/large group discussions and prioritize: workflow and administration, 
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specifications and methodology, user experience, data infrastructure, platform 

specifications. 

2:00-2:45: Large group conversation. 

2:45-3:15: Break (30 minutes to explore the Grounds) 

3:15-5:30: Next Steps 

● Additional time for comments/questions about demonstrations and 

presentations. 

● White paper and what it should include. 

● Should we move forward with development and distribution? How can we 

collaborate? 

● Plan for distributing information and white paper generated at the workshop. 

6:00: Dinner and conversation at Maya (http://www.maya-restaurant.com).  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

This project is supported by the National Endowment for the Humanities and hosted 
by the Center for Digital Editing at the University of Virginia and The Jane Addams 

Papers Project at Ramapo College of New Jersey. 
 

This workshop, the Development of Digital Documentary Editing Platforms, has been made possible in 
part by the National Endowment for the Humanities: Exploring the human endeavor.  Any views, 

findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this workshop do not necessarily represent 
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those of the National Endowment for the Humanities. 
 

Appendix C - Workshop Two Participants 
 

The Development of Digital Documentary Editing Platforms 

NEH Digital Humanities Advancement Grant, Level 1 

The University of Virginia 

5 December 2018, Charlottesville, Virginia 

Workshop Participants 

 

 

Chris Alahambra , Visiting Scholar at The Eleanor Roosevelt Papers Project, George Washington 

University 

Jessica Bandel, Editor, Office of Archives and History, North Carolina Department of Natural 

and 

Cultural Resources 

Joseph Beatty , Editor, Office of Archives and History, North Carolina Department of Natural and 

Cultural Resources 

Katie Blizzard, Research Editor, Center for Digital Editing, University of Virginia 

Erica Cavanaugh, Project Developer, Center for Digital Editing, University of Virginia 

Anneliese Dehner , Independent Digital Library Developer, dehner.a@gmail.com 

Cathy Moran Hajo, Editor & Director, The Jane Addams Papers Project, Ramapo College of New 

Jersey 

Christy Regenhardt , Editor, The Eleanor Roosevelt Papers, The George Washington University 

Patricia Searl , Editorial and Technical Specialist, Rotunda, University of Virginia Press 

David Sewell , Editorial and Technical Manager, Rotunda, Manager of Digital Initiatives, 

University of Virginia Press 

Jennifer Stertzer, Director, Center for Digital Editing, University of Virginia  
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Appendix D - Workshop Two Schedule 
 

The Development of Digital Documentary Editing Platforms 

NEH Digital Humanities Advancement Grant, Level 1 

The University of Virginia 

5 December 2018, Charlottesville, Virginia 

Meeting Schedule 

 
9am— Welcome, introductions, and coffee 

9:30am— Overview of April meeting 

10:00am—Updates from the group: 

● Are there any developments from the group since the last meeting? Any new questions 

/ ideas that were generated from the April discussion? 

● ADE poster presentation - The Development of Digital Documentary Editing Platforms 

● UVA Digital Publishing Cooperative - planning year issues, outcomes, and next steps. 

Where is there overlap? What are the differences? 

● Eleanor Roosevelt Papers Project: Efforts to create a module for displaying TEI 

documents in Drupal, version 8.0+ 

12pm—Lunch 

1–5pm— Discussion / next steps: 

● Review survey results. 

● What can this group provide and what should the focus be? 

○ Develop custom Omeka and Drupal distributions? Ability to scale down or up as 

appropriate? 

○ Build and sustain community?  

○ Recommend / implement standards?  What are the options? 

● What role can/should the ADE play? 

○ Standards 

○ Digital edition best practices 

○ Peer review 

○ “Edition” reviews 

● What would be a good model for providing people with help in setting up digital 

editions using Omeka and Drupal? 

● Are we interested in helping XML-based editions, or are we really only interested in 

fostering the creation of database-driven ones? 

● What we are reporting to NEH? 

● What we would like to follow up with for additional funding? 
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This project is supported by the National Endowment for the Humanities and hosted 
by the Center for Digital Editing at the University of Virginia and The Jane Addams 

Papers Project at Ramapo College of New Jersey. 

This workshop, the Development of Digital Documentary Editing Platforms, has been made possible in 
part by the National Endowment for the Humanities: Exploring the human endeavor.  Any views, 

findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this workshop do not necessarily represent 
those of the National Endowment for the Humanities. 
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Appendix E



Transcriptions 

Translations 

Relations between docs 

Search and browse by date, 
subject, type, author, etc.  

People, Organizations, Events 

Map-based views 

Packaged exhibits 

Public engagement, via 
crowdsourcing 

Archival Collections Teaching materials 
We want it all! 
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 How easy is it to use for data input?  
 Editors, student workers, possibly volunteers, teachers.

 How easy is it to use for quality control? 
 Proofreading encoded content is difficult.

 How easy is it to publish to the web? 
 Can we pick and choose which documents to publish easily?

 Do we have to rely on programmers ?

 Is it open-source? 
 We want any development work we do to be accessible to all.

 Is there a possibility of building shared editions using a common description
format?

 Can it be migrated? 
 My experience with TEI-based digital editions  was not good.
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 Metadata is less 
precise than encoding. 
▪ Encoding every mention of a 

personal name in the letter 
gets you to the exact spot it 
appears. 

▪ Using Omeka Item Relations 
indicates that a specific person 
was mentioned in the letter.  

 That silly man 
<name 
ref="http://www.example.com/person
ography.xml#DPB1" 
 type="person">David Paul 
Brown</name> has suffered 36



 If you want to do fancy, 
complex transcriptions, 
database-driven editions 
are probably not for you. 
 Mouse-over alternate readings

 Encoding marginalia and
changes of hand

 Marking up individual
characters or parts of speech
for later text analysis

<p>Lastly, That, upon his solemn oath to
observe all the above
articles, the said man-mountain shall have a
daily allowance of
meat and drink sufficient for the support of
<choice>
  <sic>1724</sic> 
  <corr>1728</corr> 
 </choice> of our subjects, 
with free access to our royal person, and 
other marks of our 
<choice> 
  <orig>favour</orig> 
  <reg>favor</reg> 
 </choice>.</p> 
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 But if the level of complexity 
that we have traditionally 
employed in print is good 
enough. . .  
 Using visual clues with typography

-- strikeout, brackets, inserts, etc.
These are HTML only, not
encoded.

 Combined with image of
original, can we accept
simpler transcriptions?

 What do we lose?
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 Captures all the metadata we 
wanted. 

 Extremely easy for students 
and staff to work in.  
 Dublin Core metadata standard

 Entry forms are clear and easy to
use.

 HTML options for styling text
allow typography to carry
meaning.

 Free to use (server required),
though customization requires
consultants.
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 Modules work together 
seamlessly. 

 Adds complex 
functionality, like maps, 
by simply entering 
addresses.  

 Item relationships allows 
us to build a complex 
web of people, 
documents, 
organizations and 
events. 
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 What’s important? 
 Author/Recipient 

 Dates 

 Titles 

 Types of documents 

 Repositories 

 Locations 

 Subjects and tags 

 Names mentioned 

 Organizations mentioned 

 Places mentioned 

 Events mentioned 

 Relating documents to drafts and 
enclosures 
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 What’s important for 
people, organizations 
and events? 
 Name(s) 

 Birth and death dates 

 Biographical data 

 Occupations 

 Tags 

 Rights data 

 Locations 

 Bibliographic data or links 

 Images 
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Transcription 

Searchable metadata 

Relations between docs 

Links to people, organizations 
and events mentioned, etc. 

Map-based views 

Public interaction 

Archival  collections 
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Biographical Information 

Relations to documents 

Relations to organizations and 
events 

Occupations 

Maps (not shown) 
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 You don’t have to build it from scratch. 
 You choose the plugins you want to use. 

▪ Item Relations 

▪ Geolocation 

▪ Exhibit Builder 

▪ Develop your own 

 You can publish using free themes 
▪ Develop your own 

 You can add functions piece by                  
piece 
▪ Exhibits 

▪ Crowdsourcing 

▪ Develop your own 

 Robust community of users 
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Digital Edition Platform / Tools Survey

The Center for Digital Editing and Jane Addams Papers Project received a Digital Humanities Advancement grant 
from the National Endowment for the Humanities to plan and host a workshop to discuss the development of digital 
documentary editing platforms.  This workshop brought together editors and technical experts currently engaged 
with/interested in two open-source content management systems—Omeka and Drupal—to discuss the use, 
development, and distribution of options for creating and publishing digital documentary editions. 

To continue this work, and to get a better sense of the state of the digital edition in 2018, we ask for information 
about your plans for digital publication. Are you planning a digital edition, and if so, what technology are you using? 
Are you content with your choice, or do you think you might migrate your edition to a new platform in the future? We 
hope to use the results of the survey to help us plan the development of tools, organize workshops and training, and 
think about whether there is a need for broader digital standards.  Thanks for your participation!
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After section 1

Section 2 of 2

Continue to next section

Untitled Section

Description (optional)

Which project are you Ulling out the survey for?

Short answer text

What best describes your digital edition work and/or plans?

Currently publishing

Working on but not published yet

Planning stages

No plans to create a digital edition

Digital edition created but no longer functions/available
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Other…

What is your current platform/tool for publication?

HTML

WordPress

Drupal 7

Drupal 8

Omeka

Omeka-S

Scalar

Islandora

XML

TEI-XML

PubMan

DocTracker

Mukurtu
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What platform/tool features do you like?  What features are missing or could 
be improved?

Long answer text
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Other…

If you have not yet selected platforms/tools for your project, which ones are 
you interested in?

HTML

WordPress

Drupal 7

Drupal 8

Omeka

Omeka-S

Scalar

Islandora

XML

TEI-XML

PubMan

DocTracker

Mukurtu
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What features are you looking for in a digital edition publication platform 
(editorial tools, content display, work\ow tools, annotation options, etc.)?

Long answer text

Who currently provides the digital expertise for your online publications? 
(check all that apply)

Project Staff

Institutional Support

Consultants

Students

None
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How involved is your host institution on your digital publication efforts?

Full/extensive support (1 FTE)

Partial support (central systems available and supported)

Minimal support (help desk)

No support

What kinds of tools, workshops, or instructional materials would help you 
most to publish the digital edition you want?

Long answer text
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Are you interested in learning more about the outcomes from this grant or 
next steps?  Have additional questions or comments?  Please let us know 
(and provide your contact info) and we will be in touch.  Thanks!

Short answer text
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